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he  city  is  a  working  city...  Its  main  job  is  jobs. 
It  is  the  people's  major  source  of  livelihood  and 
provisioner . . .  An  appraisal  of    the    kind    of  city 


people  build  is  an  appraisal  of  themselves... 

"The  Squeeze  -  Cities  Without  Space"  1960 
By  Edward  Higbee,    Geographer  and  Economist 


COVER  DRAWING:  The  existing  structure  at  729  Mission  Street 
represents  a  quality  of  building  in  the  area  which  could  be 
conserved.  William  E.  Ehrenpfort  received  a  permit  for  its 
construction  on  October  17,1906.  Construction  was  completed 
in  1907  at  a  cost  of  $10,000.  The  two-story  brick  structure 
was  designed  by  Architect  Charles  M.  Rousseau  of  2200  Pine 
Street.  Rousseau  incorporated  Venetian  arches  on  the  second 
floor  of  the  facade,  and  three  Gothic  arches  on  the  ground 
floor.  A  wrought  iron  screen  at  the  entrance  and  crenella- 
tions  on  the  cornice  complete  the  architecturally  harmoni- 
ous composition  of  the  facade.  For  more  than  fifty  years 
the  building  was  the  home  of  the  Phoenix  Day  Company .whole- 
saler of  custom-designed  electrical  fixtures. 
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Hon.  Board  of  Supervisors 

City  end  Co'iaty  of  San  Francisco 
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M.-;v--ynber  7^  196 1 


In  support  of  the  actions  requested  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  there 
are  enclosed  the  following; 

1.  ■Resolution  P.'^QG  approved  "by  the  San  Fran;; is co 
r?edevelopment  ^QJncy  at  its  regular  meeting  of 
IJoveniber  7^  19^1^  requesting  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  to  designate  a  redevelopment  area 
to  he  known  as  South  of  Market  Redevelopment 
Area  D. 

2.  Resolution  2387  approved  hy  the  San  'Fr.ancisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  at  its  regular  meeting  of 
Kovcmher  J ^  19^1^  requesting  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
to  approve  the  undertaking  "by  the  Redevelopment  /agency 
of  surveys  and  plans  for  an  urban  renewal  project  in 
South  of  ^^arket  Rtsdevelopinent  Aa^ea       and  the  filing 

of  an  application  to  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency 
for  an  advance  of  funds, 

3.  Boundary  map  of  South  of  Market  Rede\=-elopment  Area  D. 

k,    SijTvey  and  planning  application  data  for  South  of  Market 
Redevelopment  Project  frea  D-1  consisting  of  the  following: 


a.    Survey  and  Planning  Application 

(Federal  Form  No.  H™6ioo) 
bo    Urban  Renewal  Data 

(Federal  Fo.rm  H-61OI) 
c.    Statement  explaining  why  proposed  uTban 

area  meets  the  eligibility  requirements 

as  a  renewal  area, 
dc    Evidence  of  community  support 
e ,    Locality  Map 
f o    Existing  Land  Use  Map 

g.  Project  Ai"ea  Conditions  Map 

h.  Proposed  Treatment  Map 

i  o    Survey  and  Planning  Budget 

(Federal  Form  No.  H~627) 
j.    Estimate  of  Federal  Grant  Requirements  (Budget  Data) 

Favorable  action  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  these  two  proposals  is  r;  spectfully 
requested . 


\  Sincerel^^i 


'  jN^tin  Mey^ian 

Executive  Director 


Enclosures 


RESOLUTION  DESIGNATING  AND  DESCRIBING  A  REDEVELOPMENT 
AREA  WITHIN  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  AS 
DEFINED  IN  AND  PURSUANT  TO  THE  COMMUNITY  REDEVELOPMENT 
LAW  OF  CALIFORNIA,  TO  BE  KNOWN  AS  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  D- 
(South  of  Market) 


WHEREAS 3  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
at  a  meeting  held  the  7th  day  of  Noveinberj  1961. ,  adopted  Resolution  No„  2386, 
recorninending  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  City  and 
County,  designate  as  a  Redevelopment  Area  the  real  property  situated  in  said 
City  and  County  and  hereinafter  described  as  Redevelopment  Area  D (South  of 
Market),  a  certified  copy  of  which  Resolution  has  heretofore  been  filed  with 
the  Clerk  of  said  Board  of  Supervisors;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  complied  with  all  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Community  Redevelopment  Law  which  are  necessary  before  any 
area  may  be  designated  by  its  Board  of  Supervisors  for  redevelopment;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED:     1.     That  the  area  hereinafter  described,  within  said  City  and  County 
is  hereby  found  and  determined  to  be  a  blighted  area,  the  redevelopment  of 
which  is  necessary  to  effectuate  the  public  purposes  declared  in  the  Community 
Redevelopment  Law  of  California,  and  said  area  is  designated  as  a  redevelopment 
area,  as  defined  in  said  Law,  in  accordance  therewith,  and  in  particular  with 
Sections  33003,  33004,  and  33481  thereof; 

2.  That  the  area  hereinafter  described  is  hereby  found  to  require 
study  to  determine  if  a  redevelopment  project  or  projects  within  said  area  are 
feasible ; 

3.  That  said  area  consists  of  all  that  real  property  within  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  State  of  California,  bounded  and  described  as 
follows : 

Beginning  at  the  intersection  of  the  most  northwesterly  line 
of  Mission  Street  with  the  most  northeasterly  line  of  Second 
Street;  running  thence  southeasterly  along  said  northeasterly 
line  25,075  feet  more  or  less  to  a  point  which  lies  thereon 
95  feet  southeasterly  from  the  most  southeasterly  line  of 
Harrison  Street;  thence  southwesterly  along  a  line  parallel  to 
and  perpendicularly  distant  95  feet  southeasterly  from  said 
southeasterly  line  242,5  feet  more  or  less  to  a  point  on  the 
most  northeasterly  line  of  Vassar  Place;  thence  southeasterly 
along  said  northeasterly  line  of  Vassar  Place  80  feet  more  or 
less  to  the  most  southeasterly  line  of  Vassar  Place;  thence 
southwesterly  along  said  southeasterly  line  of  Vassar  Place 
and  along  the  most  northwesterly  line  of  the  lands  of  the 
State  of  California  115  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  north= 
easterly  line  of  Perry  Street;  thence  southeasterly  along  said 


northeasterly  line  of  Perry  Street  25  feet  more  or  less  to  the 
most  southeasterly  line  of  Perry  Street;  thence  southwesterly 
along  said  southeasterly  line  of  Perry  Street  632 o 5  feet  more 
or  less  to  the  most  southwesterly  line  of  Third  Street;  thence 
northwesterly  along  said  southwesterly  line  of  Third  Street 
5  feet  mere  or  less  to  the  most  southeasterly  line  of  Perry  Street 
as  said  Perry  Street  exists  southwesterly  of  Third  Street; 
thence  southwesterly  along  the  last  said  southeasterly  line  of 
Perry  Street  907.5  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  southwesterly 
line  of  Fourth  Street;  thence  northwesterly  along  said  south- 
westerly line  of  Fourth  Street  195  feet  more  or  less  to  the 
most  southeasterly  line  of  Harrison  Street;  thence  southwesterly 
along  said  southeasterly  line  of  Harrison  Street  907 » 5  feet  to 
the  most  southwesterly  line  of  Fifth  Street;  thence  northwesterly 
along  said  southwesterly  line  of  Fifth  Street  2j02C  feet  more  or 
less  to  the  most  northwesterly  line  of  Jessie  Street;  thence 
northeasterly  along  said  northwesterly  line  of  Jessie  Street 
750  feet  more  or  less  to  a  point  which  lies  thereon  75  feet 
southwesterly  from  the  most  southwesterly  line  of  Fourth  Street; 
thence  northwesterly  along  a  line  parallel  to  and  perpendicularly 
distant  75  feet  southwesterly  from  said  southwesterly  line  of 
Fourth  Street  75  feet;  thence  northeasterly  along  a  line  parallel 
to  and  perpendicularly  distant  75  feet  northwesterly  from  said 
northwesterly  line  of  Jessie  Street  75  feet  to  said  southwesterly 
line  of  Fourth  Street;  thence  northwesterly  along  said  southwesterly 
line  of  Fourth  Street  105  feet  more  or  less  to  a  point  on  the 
southwesterly  prolongation  of  the  most  northwesterly  line  of 
Stevenson  Street;  thence  northeasterly  along  said  prolongation 
and  along  said  northwesterly  line  of  Stevenson  Street  990  feet  more 
or  less  to  the  most  northeasterly  line  of  Third  Street;  thence 
southeasterly  along  said  northeasterly  line  of  Third  Street  174 
feet  to  the  most  northwesterly  line  of  Jessie  Street;  thence  north- 
easterly along  said  northwesterly  line  of  Jessie  Street  285  feet 
more  or  less  to  a  point  on  the  northwesterly  prolongation  of  the 
most  northeasterly  line  of  Annie  Street  as  said  Annie  Street  exists 
southeasterly  of  Jessie  Street;  thence  southeasterly  along  said 
prolongation  and  along  said  northeasterly  line  of  Annie  Street 
114  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  northwesterly  line  of  Aldrich 
Alley;  thence  northeasterly  along  said  northwesterly  line  of 
Aldrich  Alley  and  along  the  northeasterly  prolongation  thereof 
329 o 5  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  northeasterly  line  of  New 
Montgomery;  thence  southeasterly  along  said  northeasterly  line  of 
New  Montgomery  160  feet  more  or  less  to  said  northwesterly  line 
of  Mission  Street;  thence  northeasterly  along  said  northwesterly 
line  of  Mission  Street  296 o4  feet  more  or  less  to  the  point  of 
beginning.. 

Including  all  of  the  following  blocks  as  shown  on  the  Assessor's  Maps  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  recorded  in  the  Recorder's  Office  of  said  City 
and  County,  to  wit i 

Blocks  3722,  3723,  3724,  3733,  3734,  3735,  3750,  3751,  and  3752, 
and  portions  of  Assessor's  Blocks  3705,  3706;,  3707,  3762  and  3763. 

Approved  as  to  forms 

DION  R.  HOLM3  City  Attorney 


City  Attorney 


RESOLUTION  APPROVING  UNDERTAKING  BY  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 
OF  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  OF  SURVEYS  AND 
PLANS  FOR  AN  URBAN  RENEWAL  PROJECT  AND  FILING  OF  AN 
APPLICATION  FOR  ADVANCE  OF  FUNDS 


WHEREAS,  under  Title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended s  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  "Title  I'*)  ,  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Administrator  is 
authorized  to  extend  financial  assistance  to  local  public  agencies  in  the 
eliniinaticn  and  prevention  of  the  spread  of  their  slums  and  urban  blight 
through  the  planning  and  undertaking  of  urban  renewal  projects;  and 

WHEREAS,  it  is  desirable  and  in  the  public  interest  that  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  make  surveys  and  prepare  plans, 
presently  estimated  to  cost  approximately  Six  Hundred  and  Ninety  Three  Thousand 
Seven  Hundred  and  Ninety-Seven  Dollars  ($693 , 797 » 00)  in  order  to  undertake  and 
carry  out  an  urban  renewal  project  of  the  character  contemplated  by  Section  110 
(c)  of  Title  Is  in  that  area  proposed  as  an  Urban  Renewal  Area,  situated  in  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  State  of  California,  which  is  described  as 
that  certain  area  bounded  generally  as  follows: 

on  the  north  by  Stevenson,  Jessie  and  Mission  Streets, 

on  the  south  by  Harrison  and  Perry  Streets,  on  the  east 

by  New  Montgomery,  Second  and  Hawthorne  Streets,  and  on 

the  west  by  an  irregular  line  between  Fourth  and  Fifth  Streets. 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco 

1.     That  the  proposed  Urban  Renewal  Area  described  above  is  a 
slum,  blighted,,  deteriorated,  or  deteriorating  area  appropriate 
for  an  urban  renewal  project  and  that  the  undertaking  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
of  surveys  and  plans  for  an  urban  renewal  project  of  the 
character  contemplated  by  Section  110(c)  of  Title  I  in  the 
proposed  Urban  Renewal  Area  is  hereby  approved., 

2»     That  the  financial  assistance  available  under  Title  I 
is  needed  to  enable  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  finance  the  planning  and 
undertaking  of  the  proposed  Project. 


RESOLUTION  NO.  2386 
(Adopted  No-vember  7  s  1.96i) 


REQUESTING  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  OF  THE 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO  DESIGNATE 
A  REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  TO  BE  KNOWN  AS 
REDEVELOPMENT  AREA  D  (South  of  Market  Street) 


WHEREAS,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  appropriated  the  sum  of  $8500  to  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for  the  purpose 
of  making  surveys  and  studies  in  the  South  of  Market  area;  and 

WHEREAS,  such  surveys  and  studies  reveal  that  the  area  is  characterized  by 
the  following  conditions  of  blight;  mixture  of  incompatible  land  uses;  over- 
crowding of  land  and  dwellings;  age  and  dilapidated  conditions  of  buildings; 
most  residential  buildings  being  unfit  and  unsafe  for  occupancy;  inadequate 
provision  for  ventilations  light  and  open  spaces;  inadequate  street  pattern; 
lack  of  community  facilities;  faulty  planning;  economic  and  social  dislocation 
maladjustment  and  depreciated  land  value;  and  subsidence  of  a  large  portion 
of  the  area;  and 

WHEREAS,  it  is  in  the  best  interests  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
that  such  conditions  be  eradicated  and  eliminated;  nowj  therefore  be  it 

RESOLVED  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
that  it  hereby  requests  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  to  designate  the  following  described  area  as  a  redevelopment 
area  under  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  California  Community  Redevelopment 
Law; 

Beginning  at  the  intersection  of  the  most  northwesterly  line  of 
Mission  Street  with  the  most  northeasterly  line  of  Second  Street; 
running  thence  southeasterly  along  said  northeasterly  line  2075 
feet  more  or  less  to  a  point  which  lies  thereon  95  feet  south- 
easterly from  the  most  southeasterly  line  of  Harrison  Street; 
thence  southwesterly  along  a  line  parallel  to  and  perpendicularly 
distant  95  feet  southeasterly  from  said  southeasterly  line  242.5 
feet  more  or  less  to  a  point  on  the  most  northeasterly  line  of 
Vassar  Place;  thence  southeasterly  along  said  northeasterly  line 
of  Vassar  Place  80  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  southeasterly 
line  of  Vassar  Place;  thence  southwesterly  along  said  south- 
easterly line  of  Vassar  Place  and  along  the  most  northwesterly 
line  of  the  lands  of  the  State  of  California  115  feet  more  or 
less  to  the  most  northeasterly  line  of  Perry  Street;  thence  south- 
easterly along  said  northeasterly  line  of  Perry  Street  25  feet 
more  or  less  to  the  most  southeasterly  line  of  Perry  Street; 
thence  southwesterly  along  said  southeasterly  line  of  Perry  Street 
632 o 5  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  southwesterly  line  of  Third 
Street;  thence  northwesterly  along  said  southwesterly  line  of 
Third  Street  5  feet  more  or  less  to  the  roost  southeasterly  line 
of  Perry  as  said  Perry  Street  exists  southwesterly  of  Third  Street; 


thepxe  southwesterly  along  the  last  said  southeasterly  line  of 
Perry  Street  907  .,5  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  southwesterly 
line  of  Fourth  Street;  thence  northwesterly  along  said  south- 
westerly line  of  Fourth  Street  195  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most 
southeasterly  line  of  Harrison  Street;  thence  southwesterly  along 
said  southeasterly  line  of  Harrison  Street  907.5  feet  to  the  most 
southwesterly  line  of  Fifth  Street;  thence  northwesterly  along 
said  southwesterly  line  of  Fifth  Street  2020  feet  more  or  less  to 
the  most  northwesterly  line  of  Jessie  Street;  thence  north  easterly 
along  said  northwesterly  line  of  Jessie  Street  750  feet  more  or 
less  to  a  point  which  lies  thereon  75  feet  southwesterly  from  the 
most  southwesterly  line  of  Fourth  Street;  thence  northwesterly 
along  a  line  parallel  to  and  perpendicularly  distant  75  feet  south- 
westerly from  said  southwesterly  line  of  Fourth  Street  75  feet; 
thence  northeasterly  along  a  line  parallel  to  and  perpendicularly 
distant  75  feet  northwesterly  from  said  northwesterly  line  of 
Jessie  Street  75  feet  to  said  southwesterly  line  of  Fourth  Street; 
thence  northwesterly  along  said  southwesterly  line  of  Fourth  Street 
105  feet  more  or  less  to  a  point  on  the  southwesterly  prolongation 
of  the  most  northwesterly  line  of  Stevenson  Street;  thence  north- 
easterly along  said  prolongation  and  along  said  northwesterly  line 
of  Stevenson  Street  990  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  northeasterly 
line  of  Third  Street;  thence  southeasterly  along  said  northeasterly 
line  of  Third  Street  174  feet  to  the  most  northwesterly  line  of 
Jessie  Street;  thence  northeasterly  along  said  northwesterly  line 
of  Jessie  Street  285  feet  more  or  less  to  a  point  on  the  northwest- 
erly prolongation  of  the  most  northeasterly  line  of  Annie  Street  as 
said  Annie  Street  exists  southeasterly  of  Jessie  Street;  thence 
southeasterly  along  said  prolongation  and  along  said  northeasterly 
line  of  Annie  Street  114  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  northwest= 
erly  line  of  Aldrich  Alley;  thence  northeasterly  along  said  north- 
westerly line  of  Aldrich  Alley  and  along  the  northeasterly  pro- 
longation thereof  329=5  feet  more  or  less  to  the  most  northeasterly 
line  of  New  Montgomery;  thence  southeasterly  along  said  northeasterly 
line  of  New  Montgomery  160  feet  more  or  less  to  said  northwesterly 
line  of  Mission  Street;  thence  northeasterly  along  said  northwesterly 
line  of  Mission  Street  296 o4  feet  more  or  less  to  the  point  of 
beginning , 

Including  all  of  the  following  blocks  as  shown  on  the  Assessor's  Maps 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  recorded  in  the  Recorder's 
Office  of  said  City  and  County 5,  to  wit;     Blocks  3722 ^  3723,  3724, 
3733;,  3734,  3735,  3750,  3751,  and  37525  and  portions  of  Assessor's 
Blocks  3705,  3706,  3707,  3762,  and  3763, 

RESOLVED  that  the  Executive  Director  be  and  he  is  hereby  authorized 
and  directed  to  transmit  a  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the  City  Planning 
Commission  and  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco o 

Approved  as  to  form; 


Henry  F,  Davis 

Agency  General  Counsel 


RESOLUTION  NOo  2387 
(Adopted  November  7,  1961) 


RESOLUTION  APPROVING  UNDERTAKING  OF 
SURVEYS  AND  PLANS  FOR  AN  URBAN  RENEWAL 
PROJECT  AND  FILING  OF  AN  APPLICATION 


Whereas s  under  Title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  19'^9 j  as  amended  (herein 
referred  to  as  "Title  I")  ,  the  Housing  and  Honis  Finance  Administrator 
is  authorized  to  extend  financial  assistance  to  local  public  agencies  in 
the  elimination  and  prevention  of  the  spread  of  slums  and  urban  blight 
through  the  planning  and  undertaking  of  urban  renewal  projects;  and 

Whereas,  it  is  desirable  and  in  the  public  interest  that  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  make  surveys  and  prepare 
plans  J  presently  estimated  to  cost  approximately  Six  Hundred  and  Ninety- 
Three  Thousand  Seven  Hundred  and  Ninety-Seven  Dollars  ($693,797.00)  in 
order  to  undertake  and  carry  out  an  urban  renewal  project  of  the  character 
contemplated  by  Section  110  (c)  of  Title  I,  in  that  area  proposed  as  an 
Urban  Renewal  Area^  situated  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  County  of 
San  Francisco,  State  of  California j  which  is  described  as  follows;  that 
certain  area  bounded  generally  as  follows: 

on  the  north  by  Stevenson,  Jessie  and  Mission  Streets, 
on  the  south  by  Harrison  and  Parry  Streets,  on  the  east 
by  New  Montgomery,  Second  and  Hawthorne  Streets,  and  on 
the  west  by  an  irregular  line  between  Fourth  and  Fifth 
Streets  o 

Now,  therefore s  be  it  resolved  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco s 

lo     That  the  proposed  Urban  Renewal  Area  described  above  is 
a  sluim,  blighted,  deteriorating  area  appropriate  for  an 
urban  renewal  project,  and  that  the  undertaking  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
of  surveys  and  plans  for  an  urban  renewal  project  of  the 
character  contemplated  by  Section  110  (c)  of  Title  I  in 
the  proposed  Urban  Renewal  Area  is  hereby  approved. 

2o     That  the  financial  assistance  available  under  Title  I 
is  needed  to  enable  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  finance  the  planning  and 
undertaking  of  the  proposed  Project. 


3o     That  it  is  cognizant  of  the  conditions  that  are  imposed 
in  the  undertaking  and  carrying  out  of  urban  renewal  projects 
with  Federal  financial  assistance  under  Title  I,  including 
those  relating  to  the  relocation  of  site  occupants,  to  the 
provision  of  local  grants-in-aid,  and  to  the  requirement  that 
as  a  condition  to  the  execution  of  a  contract  for  a  loan  or 
capital  grant  for  an  urban  renewal  project  the  locality  must 
present  to  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Administrator  a 
Workable  Program,  as  set  forth  in  Section  110(c)  cf  Title  I, 
for  utilizing  appropriate  public  and  private  resources  to 
eliminate  and  prevent  the  development  or  spread  of  slums  and 
urban  blight;  and  that  it  is  the  sense  of  this  body  (a)  that 
a  feasible  method  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced 
from  the  urban  renewal  area,  in  conformity  with  Title  I  can 
be  prepared,  and  (b)  that  local  grants-in-aid  can  and  will  be 
provided  in  an  amount  which  will  not  be  less  than  one^third 
of  the  net  project  cost  of  the  Project  and  which,  together 
with  the  Federal  capital  grant,  will  be  generally  equal  to 
the  difference  between  gross  project  cost  and  proceeds  or 
value  of  project  land  sold,  leased,  or  retained  for  use  in 
accordance  with  the  urban  renewal  plan, 

4.     That  the  filing  of  an  application  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  for  an  advance  of  funds 
from  the  United  States  of  America  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
Six  Hundred  and  Ninety-Three  Thousand,  Seven  Hundred  and  Ninety- 
Seven  Dollars  ($693,797.00)  for  surveys  and  plans  for  an  urban 
renewal  project  in  the  proposed  Urban  Renewal  Area  described 
above  is  hereby  approved,  and  that  the  Chairman  or  the  Executive 
Director  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  execute  and  file 
such  application  with  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Administrator 
to  provide  such  additional  information  and  to  furnish  such 
documents  as  may  be  required  by  the  Administrator,  and  to  act 
as  the  authorized  representative  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 


Approved  as  to  forms 


Henry  F.  Davis 

Agency  General  Counsel 


M.  Justin  Herman,  Executive  Director 


SAN  fflANCISCO  HEOEVtLOPMfNI  AEfNCY 


525  GOLDEN  GATE  AVENUE  f  SAN  FRANCISCO  2,  CALIFORNIA 


George  Christopher,  Mayor 

Everett  Griffin,  Chairman 
Walter  F.  Kaplan,  Vice  Chairman 
James  B.  Black,  Jr. 
James  A.  Folger 
Lawrence  R.  Palacios 

UNDERHILL  3-7750 


November  22,  1961 


Honorable  Board  of  Supervisors 
City  and  Coimty  of  San  Francisco 
City  Hall  235 

San  Francisco  2,  California 

Attention:    Mr.  Robert  J.  Dolan 
Clerk  of  the  Board 

Gentlemen: 

On  November  J,  1961  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  transmitted  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  a  report  on  proposed  renewal  of  an  area  south  of  Market 
Street  and  made  recommendations  for  the  following  actions: 

1.  Proposed  resolution  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
designating  and  describing  a  redevelopment  area 
within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  pursuant 
to  the  Community  Redevelopment  Law  of  California  to 
be  known  as  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  D. 

2.  Proposed  resolution  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
approving  the  undertaking  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
of  surveys  and  plans  for  an  urban  renewal  project  in 
the  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Area  D,  and  filing 
of  an  application  with  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency  for  an  advance  of  funds . 

Subsequent  review  of  the  transmittal  to  the  Board  leads  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  Supervisors  would  find  helpful  the  following  additional  data  and  it  is 
forwarded  herewith: 

a.  Statement  explaining  selection  and  delineation  of 
the  South  of  Market  Urban  Renewal  Area. 

b.  Proposed  Treatment. 

c.  Statement  concerning  Availability  of  Housing  for 
Minority  Families. 

d.  Description  of  Local  Housing  Supply. 

We  request  that  the  enclosed  material  be  incorporated  with  that  transmitted  with 
the  Agency's  letter  of  November  7,  1961. 


V 


Sincerely,        *  n 

M.  Justin  Herman  ^  / 
Executive  Director  / 


Form  Approved  H-610C 
Budget  Bureau  No.  63-R882.3  (8-6I) 

HOUSING  AND  HOME  FINANCE  AGENCY 

SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  APPLICATION 
(Urban  Renewal  Program) 

TO  BE  COMPLETED  D  Y  HHP  A 

PROJECT,  PLAN,  OR  SURVEY  NUMBER 

LOCALITY 

San  Francisco,  California 

DATE  RECEIVED 

INSTRUCTIONS:    Submit  original  in  Binder  No.  1,  and  copies  in  Binders  No.  2,  3,  and  4. 

A.  PURPOSE  OF  APPLICATION 

[X  ]  Survey  and  planning  of  an  Urban  Renewal  Project 

[    ]   Under  "Disaster  Area"  provisions  of  Section  111  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
[     ]  Preparation  of  General  Neighborhood  Renewal  Plan 
[     ]  Feasibility  Survey  of  an  urban  area 

B.  CATEGORY  OF  PROJECT  ELIGIBILITY 

(Check  appropriate  eligibility  category  of  project  to  be  planned  or  of  "first  project"  in  proposed  GNRP  area.   See  Urban  Renewal 
Manual,  Chapter  3-2.   Leave  blank  for  Feasibility  Survey  Application.) 

CATEGORY 

PRESENT  CHARACTER 
OF  AREA 

EXTENT  OF  PRESENT 
DEVELOPMENT 

PROPOSED  REUSE 

[     ]  I 

Predominantly  residential 

Built  up 

Any 

[     ]  11 

Predominantly  residential 

Predominantly  open  land 

Any 

[  ]III 

Not  predominantly  residential 

Built  up 

Predominantly  residential 

[    ]  IV 

Not  predominantly  residential 

Predominantly  open  land 

Predominantly  residential 

r„-|  Nonresidential 
L     J  V  Exception 

Not  predominantly  residential 

Built  up 

Not  predominantly  residential 

r     1  Nonresidential 
J  Exception 

Not  predominantly  residential 

Predominantly  open  land 

Not  predominantly  residential 

College, 
[     ]  YJJ             University,  or 
Hospital 

Any 

Built  up 

Any 

College, 
r     1  VIII            University,  or 
-I  Hospital 

Any 

Predominantly  open  land 

Any 

[     ]  IX 

Open  land 

Predominantly  residential 

[  ]x 

Open  land 

Not  predominantly  residential 

J-     -,                 Area  Redevelopment 
L     J  XI  Exception 

Not  predominantly  residential 

Built  up 

Not  predominantly  residential 

Area  Redevelopment 
L     J  XII  Exception 

Not  predominantly  residential 

Predominantly  open  land 

Not  predominantly  residential 

C.  TYPE  OF  SUBMISSION 
lX]  Original  Application 

[     ]  Revision  of  approved  Application  —  Proiect,  Plan,  or  Survey  No.                                                                              —  for  purpose  of 
[     ]  Change  in  area                                        [     ]  Other  (Describe^ 
[     ]  Increase  in  total  estimated  cost 

D.  IDENTIFICATION  OF  APPLICANT 

LEGAL  CORPORATE  NAME 

SAl]  FRANCISCO  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 

MAILING  ADDRESS 

525  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  San  Francisco  2,  California 

R-lCl 


:.  ESTIMATED  COST  AND  SOURCES  OF  FUNDS 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  surveys  and/or  plans  and  the 
anticipated  sources  of  funds  to  pay  this  cost  are: 

USE  FOR  REVISED  APPLICATION 

REQUESTED  FOR 
APPROVAL 

I  AT  F^T   A  P  PR  fiV  F  n 
ESTIMATE 

AD  J  IJST  MF  NT 
(  +  OR  -  ) 

1.  Federal  advance  applied  for 

s 

(  )$ 

«  693,797 

2.  (Plus)  Funds  to  be  obtained  from  other  sources 

(  )$ 

3.  (Equals)  Total  estimated  cost 

s 

(  )$ 

»  693,797 

F.  ESTIMATE  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT  (Leave  blank  for  Feasibility  Survey  Application) 

Basis  of  Project  Capital  Grant:    (Check  one) 


[     ]  The  Federal  grant  requirement  for  the  Project 

has  previously  been  estimated  and  no  change  in 
the  estimate  is  contemplated  at  this  time. 

[X]  The  Applicant  estimates  the  Federal  grant 
requirement  (project  capital  grant  plus 
relocation  grant)  for  the  Project  to  be 

%  19,680,250  


[  X  ]  2/3  of  Net  Project  Cost 

[     ]  3/4  of  Net  Project  Cost— municipality  under  50,000 
population 

[     ]  3/4  of  Net  Project  Cost— municipality  under  150,000 
population  in  redevelopment  area 


G.  DESCRIPTION  OF  AREA 

The  area  is  locally  known  or  proposed  to  be  known  as  rhp     South  of  Markst 


[  X  ]  Urban  Renewal  Area  [     ]  Feasibility  Survey  Area,  situated  in  the  City  of    San  FrailciSCO 

County  of_  San  Francisco  ,  and  state  of  California  


and  bounded  generally  as  follows:    on  the  north  by  Stevenson,  Jessie  and  Mission  streets,  on  the 
south  by  Harrison  and  Perry  Streets,  on  the  east  by  New  Montgomery,  Second  and 
Hawthorne  Streets,  and  on  the  west  by  an  irregular  line  between  Fourth  and  Fifth  Streets 


H.  RELATIONSHIP  OF  PROPOSED  PROJECT  TO  PREVIOUS  TITLE  I  ACTIVITIES  r^Lea^e  blank  for  GNRP  or  Feasibility  Survey 
Application) 

1.  is  the  Project  located  in  an  area  covered  by  a  General  Neighborhood  Renewal  Plan?  [    ]  Yes  [X]  No 


If  Yes:   a.   Enter  Plan  number: 

b.  If  this  Application  is  for  planning  of  "first  project"  in  the  GNRP  area, 
enter  amount  of  Federal  grant  reservation  outstanding: 

c.  List  numbers  of  any  other  Title  I  projects  in  the  GNRP  area  that  have 
previously  been  approved  by  HHFA: 


2.  Was  a  Feasibility  Survey,  financed  with  Federal  advance  funds,  undertaken  in  any 
part  of  the  proposed  Project  area?    [     ]  Yes        Enter  Survey  number: 

[X]  No 


No.  . 
% 

No., 
No. 
No.  . 


I.  SUPPORTING  DOCUMENTATION 

The  documentation  submitted  herewith  in  support  of  this  Application  shall  be  considered  part  of  this  Application. 


J.  EXECUTION 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  the  Applicant  has  caused  this  Application  to  be  executed  on 


.,  19  . 


SAN  FRANCISCO  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 


Corporate  Name  of  Applicant 


By. 


M,  Justin  ifelfman^ 


Title 


GPO  9 16062 


af*  1  of  2 


Foim  approved 
Budget  Bareaa  No.   63-R  883.3 


H-6101 

(12-60) 


HOUSING    AND    HOME    FINANCE  AGENCY 

URBAN  RENEWAL  ADMINISTRATION 

URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA  DATA 
(In  Support  of  Form  H-6100,  Survey  and  Planning  Application) 


(TO  BE  FILLED  IN  BY  HHFA) 


PROJECT   OR   PLAN  NUMBER 


LOCALITY 


DATE  RECEIVED 


IHSTBUCTIONS :  Prepare  original  and  3  copies  for  HHFA.  Place  original  in  Binder  No.  1,  and  copies  in 
Binderi  No.    2,    3,    and  i. 


A.  Accompanies  Form  H-6100  axacutad  on 


Datt 


with  regard  to  an  application  for  (Check  one) 


[Xj  Je«»EY  PLAimillG  OF   All   URBAN  RENEWAL   PROJECT  [J   PREPARATION  OF  GENERAL  NEIGHBORHOOD  RENEWAL  PLAN 


1.  AREA  NAME  OR  DESIGNATION  (From  Form  H-6100) 

South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Project  D-1 


C.  GENERAL  LOCATION  CF  AREA  (e.g.,    with  respect   to   central   business  district) 

Adjacent  to  Central  Business  District  on  the  southwest  side  and  running  westerly 
for  approximately  two  and  one-half  blocks. 


D.  TyPE  OF  TREATMENT  PROPOSED  (Check  one  or  more,    as   appropri  ate) 

fx]  ;^;;?vit"p«!"  C]  conservation  []  RECONDITIONING 


E.  CHARAaER  OF  AREA 

(Check  one  below) 

[Xj  BUILT-UP 

J   PREDOMINANTLY  OPEN 
[3  OPEN 


(Check  one  below  unless   "Area"    is  "Open") 

[  J   PREDOMINANTLY  RESiOENTIAL 
(Xj   NOT  PREDOMINANTLY  RESIOENTIAL 


F.   CONTEMPLATED  NEW  LAND  USE  (Check   one)      (Not    required    to   he   completed    if   area    is    checked  as   clearly  p r eaoninan  1 1  y 
re  tidentitl    in  Block  £) 


[J   PREDOMINANTLY   RESIDENTIAL   USES  [Xj   NOT   PREDOMINANTLY   RESIDENTIAL  USES 


6.  PRESENT  CHARACTER  OF  URBAN  RENEWAL  AREA  AND  CONDITION  OF  BUILDINGS 


ITEM 

ESTIMATED  ACREAGE  IN  AREA  BY 
PRESENT  CHARACTER  OF  LAND 

ESTIMATED  NUMBER  AND 
CONDITION  OF  BUILDINGS 

TOTAL 

1  MPROVEO 
LAND 

UN  1  MPROVEO 

NUMBER  OF 
BUI  LB  INGS 

Wl TH  DEFI CI ENCI ES 

NUMBER 

PERCENT 

TCfTAL 

90.22 

75.53 

14.69 

452 

296 

65 

1.  Streets.   Alleys,  Public  Right s-o f-Way 

33.28 

33.28 

2.   Residential  (including  related  public 
or    semipublic  purposes) 

11.87 

11.87 

184 

168 

91 

3.  Nonresidential  (including  related 
public   or    semipublic  purposes) 

45.07 

30.38 

14.69 

268 

128 

48 

iSources  of  estimates: 

April  1961  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Survey 


Page  1  of  2 
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I 


Page  2  of  2 


H-6101 
(12-60) 


H.   ESTIMATED  NUMBER  AND  CONDITION  OF  DWaLING  UNITS  ^ 

1.  ESTIMATED  NUMBER  OF  SITE  OCCUPANTS 

TOTAL 

WITH 
DEFICIENCIES 

STANDARD 

TOTAL 

WHITE 

NONWH 1 TE 

1.  FamilieB 

284 

170 

114* 

2985 

2716 

269 

2.  Individuals 

1935 

1452 

483 

Source  of  data:                                                  .    ,  , 

*  housing 

[X|     I960    HOUSIHG  CENSUS       [Xj  OTHER   SOURCES  (Specify) 
(Year) 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Land 
Use  Survey,  April  1961 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 

3.  BuaineBB  concerns 

268 

Source  of  estimateB: 

1960  Housing  Census 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 

*407.  of  total  number  of  families  and  50%  of 
total  family  population. 

J.   ENVIRONMENTAL  DEFICIENCIES 


CON  01  T I  ON 


DESCRIPTION   OF   EXTENT  TO  WHICH  CONDITION  EXISTS 

(Give   source  of  information.   If  additional    space  is  required, 
continue  on   a  plain   sheet   and  attach   to    this  form.) 


1.  Overcrowding  or  improper  location  of 
structures  on   the  land 


1961  SFRA  Survey 


Residential  coverage  averages  89%.  Industrial  and  com- 
mercial structures  generally  cover  entire  lot. 


2.   Excessive  dwelling  unit  density 

1960  Census 

S.F.  Dept.  of  City  Planning 


The  average  density  in  the  project  area  is  240  persons 
per  net  residential  acre  as  compared  with  80  persons 
for  the  city  as  a  whole.     In  view  of  the  2  and  3  story 
residential  structures  which  predominate,  this  is  a 
very  high  density.   


3<  Conversions  to  incompatible  types  of 
uses,   such  as  roominghouses  among 
family  dwellings 

1961  SFRA  Survey 


Hotel  structures  converted  to  overnight  flophouses  and 
in  some  cases  above  commercial  or  industrial  uses. 


4.   Obsolete  building  types,    such  as  large 
residences  or  other  buildings  which 
through  lack  of  use  or  maintenance  have 
a  blighting  influence 

1961  SFRA  Survey  


Vacant  hotel,  commercial  and/or  industrial  buidlings 
are  spotted  throughout  project  area--some  burnfed  out 
and  others  dilapidated- -over  40%  of  commercial  and 
industrial  areas  are  poorly  maintained.  91%  of  resi- 
dential area  is  deficient. 


S.  Detrimental  land  uses  or  conditions, 
such  as  incompatible  uses,  structures 
in  mixed  use,  or  adverse  influences 
from  noise,   smoke,   or  fumes 

1961  SFRA  Survey  


Classic  example  of  mixed  uses.  Typical  block  has 
exterior  predominantly  non-residential  and  interior 
residential.  In  some  cases  residential  mixed  with 
obnoxious  uses ,  such  as  tanning  and  dying  works  and 
meat  packers ,  etc  .  


6.  Unsafe,    congested,  poorly  designed,  or 
otherwise  deficient  streets 


1961  SFRA  Survey 


Large  blocks  characterized  by  narrow,  congested  inter- 
nal alleys.  Some  blocks  have  a  medieval  appearance  with 
passage  ways  unsuitable  for  anything  other  than  hazard- 
ous pedestrian  use. 


Inadequate  public  utilities  or  com- 
munity  facilities  contributing  to  un- 
satisfactory living  conditions  or 
economic  decline 

1961  SFRA  Survey  


Recreational  and  neighborhood  facilities  are  completely 
lacking.  Two  elementary  schools  located  outside  the 
project  are  inadequate.  Facilities  at  South  Park  are 
overloaded,  poorly  maintained  and  separated  from  the 
project  by  a  freeway.  


8.  Other  equally  significant  environmental 
de  fici  encies 

1961  SFRA  Survey 


Economic  disuse  and  stagnation:  25%  of  net  project 
unimproved  (vacant  and/or  open  parking) .  Estimated 
30%  of  improved  parcels  for  lease. 
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STATMEMT  EXFLAIMIW  SELECTION  MB  DELIMEATIOM  OF 
THE  SOUra  OF  mRMT  01M1  lllEWAL  ASIA 


Th®  South  of  Market  Urbaim  Renewal  Area  lie®,  as  the  name  impli©©,  south  ©f 
EsrfcsE  Streets  comprising  an  srea  of  approxii!sat©ly  B^-wen  blocks  ©r  90^22 
aereso    It  is  boxinded  on  the  north  by  StewnsoRj  Jessie  and  Mission  Streets, 
©n  the  south  by  Harrisoa  &nd  Perry  StrestSj  ©n  the  east  by  New  Montgomery ^ 
Seeond  and  Hawthorns  Streets  j>  and  ©n  the  west  by  an  irrtegular  line  between 
Fourth  and  Fifth  Straets.    The  area  contains  a  miietare  of  residential »  com° 
mercial  aad  industrial  us©@s  generally  in  a  run-doim  arid  blighted  condition, 
as  borne  out  by  various  studies  and  Butweys  (1950*60  Census  and  others) » 

Although  not  predominantly  residential,  the  area  has  for  a  long  time  been 
known  to  contain  the  worst  residential  slums  in  San  Francisco <,    This  is 
probably  a  result  of  the  fact  that  it  is  not  predominantly  residential-- 
that  a  small  number  of  dwellings  are  in  close  proximity  to  a  large  nua^er 
c&  industrial  and  commercial  uses  with  all  the  attendant  ill  effects  on 
family  life^,  leading  to  neglect  and  deterioration  of  residential  structures 
(already  substandard  in  many  respects)  and  social  demoralization.    As  far  as 
actual  redevelopment  is  concerned  there  is  not  a  part  of  the  city  that  needs 
immediate  attention  as  much  as  this  one  does. 

The  area  encompassed  incltides  a  substantial  portion  ©f  the  housing  units  in 
the  vicinity  as  well  as  the  skid  row  area.    The  clearance  of  this  area  will 
not  only  remove  the  tesidential  population  from  an  unhealthy  living  envi- 
ronment but  will  provide  substantial  new  sites  for  the  expansion  of  presently 
existing  ladustrial  and  commercial  enterprises,  the  relocation  of  such  acti- 
vities from  other  areas  of  the  city,  or  the  establishment  of  new  oneSo 


STATEMEIET  EDCPMiniEG  «2Y  PROPOSED  UEBAH  REICEWAL 
AREA  MEETS  THE  EliGIBILETI  mUIBE^lEKTS  AS  A 
EEI^EWAL  AEEA 


In  order  for  an  aJBa  of  tise  City  axtd  Covurty  of  San  Franc isqo  to  be  subject 
to  tbe  Renewal  or  Eedevelopment  process  as  carried  out  by  the  local 
Redevelopment  A^tacy  it  must  qiialify  as  being  eligiblfe  for  such  treatment 
according  to  the  requirements  ae  stated  in  the  St.ate  of  California  Coimmnity 
Redevelopment  Law,  Sections  33C4l  to  33044  inclusive-    These  requirements 
consifitt  of  certain  stated  indicia  eitber  defining  or  conducive  to  blight 
which  the  area  must  exhibit,  at  least  in  part.    Furt^r,  in  order  for  an 
area  to  be  eligible  for  Federal, aid  it  mast  be  shown  to  be  blighted  in 
accordance  with  certain  criteria  6:^  blight  as  set  forth  uMer  Sectitms  10-1 
and  3-2  of    Local  Public  Agency  Manual,  and  in  the  ceise  of  this  application  "  • 
it  must  comply  specifically  with  that  part,  of  Section  3-2  Ifon-Besidential 
Exception  Project'  .    That  the  South  of  Market  Renewal  Area  i^ets  the  aborve 
3tate  and  FedereQ.  reqxiiren^nts  is  sbovn  as  follows: 


JJe termination  of  Blight 

This  blighted  core  of  the  South  of  Pfer3iSt  aren  is  characterized  by  a  cosDbi- 
nation  of  conditions  which  produces  an  unhealthful  and  unsafe  living 
enrironniBnt ,  an  inefficient  utilization  of  land,  and  social  and  economic 
disorganisation  in  the  area.    These  conditions  qualify  the  area  as  a  blighted 
area  in  teiTas  of  the  California  CoQEnunity  ifedevelopiaent  Law. 


The  Causes  of  Bli^rt 

1.    Mirture  of  inccropatibaie  laM  v.ses 

RJS  ladlacriminate  mixture  of  residential  aM  lnco!i5>atible  industrial  as^ 
coaimercial  uses  is  tbe  primary  cause  of  blight  in  xhe  area.    This  eonditioii, " 
eacpecially  in  block  interiors,  has  created  an  environment  detrimental  to 
both  the  families  living  in  the  area  and  to  tjbse  industrial  and  commercial 
activities  located  tiaere=    The  extent  of  mixed  use  of  the  land  in  the  desig- 
nated redeTelopment  ^rea  is  indicated  by  the  follc?wing  table. 

Althourh  industrial  uses  ar»  tl:©  most  prcsninent  in  the  area  as  a  whole,  the 
distribution  of  "oses  is  such  that  a  number  of  concentrations  of  residential 
use  are  found  within  the  area.    Typically,  the  industrial  and  commercial 
uees  front  upon  the  major  streets  along  tbe  block  peripheries,  while 
residential  structures  are  located  principally  on  the  narix?w  streets  in  tlie 
block  interiors  together  with  a  scattering  of  smaller  industrial  activities. 


HEAVY  TRUCKING  AND  AUTO  TRAFFIC  IN  NARROW  STREETS  CREATION  OF  SAFETY  HAZARDS 
FOR  RESIDENTS,  ESPECIALLY  CHILDREN- -PHOTOS  TAKEN  ON  CLEMENTINA  AND  CLARA  STREETS 
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of  Area  in 

laad  Use  Acres 


RessiQeatial  _            11. 87 

Comoerciai     ,  '  ll'^T 

Industrial  '  iScif'l 

Open  parking  and/or  Vaieoat  14..69 

TOTAL  BST  AK^  56»9^ 

Streets  (srurfaee)  33°^ 

TOmL  GBOSS  AMk  SO. 22 


'^DaXa.  ottained  from  April  1^1  la»l  uee  stirvej,  San  Franciaco  Rede'^lojaient 
Agency.    WItere  ndx©d  usee  exist  witbin  a  single  structure,  the  residential 
laee  q^bbtsXI^  pre<3oiHlnates  and  is  so  reported  in  tlm  tabulation. 

The  i^attem  of  mixed  uses  produees  expecially  undesirable  effects  upon  the 
living  envlroomei^ ,  aiis:^  vtdcii  tte  eaore  iag^ortant  are: 

a)  The  introduetion  of  excesslv©  noise  ax^  otiB?r  cft>J|ectioeiQb3^ 
cbaxactexistics' of  indu&trsr  into  tolcxsk  Interiors; 

b)  The  interference*  wltii  access  to  ligbt  and  air  to 
f^'Sidential  strixstuie^si 

c)  Tbs  introduction       l^eavy  tjjeKstiisg  sol  auto  traffic 
into  liarrow  streets  | 

d)  r^h©  creation  of  saJfety  heaas^B  for  resicSsnts,  especially 
children;  arai 

e)  Tbe  cs^ation  of'  fire  laasards. 


2»    O^reronsrdiag  of  laad  and  dwellings  ■  '      '  ■ 

Ihe  blighted  resic&entlal  core  of  tte  &nrth  of  Marlset  area  poseesaes  a  viery 
hi^  deEfcsity  of  pop"tilationo    Tfe  average  density  of  tte  pro^ct  area  is  2«K) 
persooe  per  net  residential  acre,    ^lese  high  densities  ar©  oewlly  eobflnaefi 
by  exaanijmtion  of  the  crowfed  cossiition  of  residences  on  very  small  lots  along 
both  gl(te3  of  tte  narrow  alleys  o 

Ht^  coverage  of  land  b^  buildiisgs  is  especially  characteri-stic  of  the  area. 
Stesidiraatlal  ©overa^  averages  69  percent  in  typical  bloclts,  vhile  indiastrial 
aod  cotnraercial  structm'es  generalJj  eov'er  the  entire  lorfc.    This  exeeseiv«ly 
hl^fh  coveroig®  result©  Is,  port-  from  tbfs  very  small  sisse  of  residential  lots. 
Conmion  lot  slae  in  th^  ar«a  is  25  x  Oo  feet  (2000  sKJtuare  feet),  vitk  a  ccwi- 
filderehle  rwriSber  of  parcels  e\8en  simller  tlsan  this. 

OvercronHSlag  of  tlse  land  is  accojitpaaiied  by  overcrowding  of  buildings,  situ-- 
atloo  KStiich  largely  parallels  that  fcmasd  in  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment 
Area.    Structures  intended  for  caae,  -feiseD  or  tiirae  ftexoilie^  heare  b^esi  coDverted 
iao  t©te  casp©  oi:  vss^s^  times  that  ncmibear 


« 


3°    Age  and  dilapidation  of  "buildlmg© 


The  entire  South  of  Marleet  ^axea  m@  ^as^ed  diiriug  fhm  fir©  ®f  1906' c  Besl- 
dential  s^Dnilding  "began  aliaost  iMasdiately,  hut  tap©r©d  off  "bj  "915^  with 
virtually  no  coastruetioa  since  thB  first  World  Waro    Industrial  md 
coramerciai  btiildiags.,  on  t&e  ©titer  hm^^  ksTg  tmen  constmcted  for  tte  most  . 
part  since  19^0 o 

Deterioration  aad  dils,pidati©ii  ar©  serious  factors  of  bligiit  ia  the  area.  • 
The  insidi.ous  influences  of  enviromsatal  olight  have  discouraged  owners 
frm  properly  maintainijog  tlieir  properties^  ®ad,  ia  addition tbe  demand 
for  housiag  since  thm  seecind  World  War  bas  caused  tlae  eoDiYersioa  of  dwellinge 
to  accoaiiaodate  mare  families.    For  tto  most  part  ttesa  QowmT&iom  feav® 
been  makeshift  and  feasty  end  Imve  not  pjrevided  certain  loscessary  emtnities, 
such  as  private  featteooms  and  cooMng  f abilities. » 

The  Housing  Census  of  i960  r^yealjgd  timt      p@se®at  ©t  all  Housisig  mits, 
excluding  tisose  classified,  as  dilapidated^  is  tbs  area  laelsed  prirate  toil<Jt 
or  bath  or  ruimin^  water,  a  findissg  rMigiffi;"!  as  M#i  as  CO  p©rces.t  ia 
certain  blocks o    The  Census  showed  ale©  th^t  10  psreent  of  all  toueiag  units- 
were  dilapidated o    The  area-wide  pex'sentag-s®  were  five  tinies  and  seven  times 
greater  than  the  respective  ci'fey  avera,gee» 


^°    Inadequate  provision  for  ventilation _apid^_llg^^ 

Residential  structures,  due  to  str^ictural  deficiencies  and  to  envirosomgEtal 
ciianges^  fail  to  provide  sufficient  light  and  air  for  all  housing  ualts. 
This  condition  can  oe  traced  to; 

a)  The  high  coverage  of  land  fey  Duildisigs  and  the  consequent 
lack  of  open  space j 

fe)  The  froatiag  of  S-story  structures  aeross  narrow  streets 
less  than  40  feet  in  width j  and 

c)  Inadequate  proirision  for  light  courts  in  lasst  touildizagSo 

The  location  of  industrial  and  coranereial  DuiMiags  is  the  midst  ©f  resi- 
dential structures  further  r-educes  th©  ajaouat  of  ©pen  ©pace  available  at 
the  rear  and  sides  of  lots. 


5«    land  subdivision  and  oTOership  patsera 

The  original  sub-division  of  tha  large  feloeks  into  mai^  small  parcels  of 
•widespread  ownership  has  prevented  the  full  utilization  of  the  land  to  the 
best  advantage  of  the  city  m  a  vbDl©»    There  are  a  total  of  502  lots  in 
the  project  area,  ownership  being  "^@t©d  in  approximately  681  different 
persons  or  concerns »    One  of  the  wost  blighted  blocks  possesses  over  120 
lots. 

The  small  size  of  lots  ia  the  interior  ©f  blocks  has  prevented  their  proper 
development  and  augmented  their  p^slcal  deterioration  and  eeojaomia  stagaa- 
tion.    The  inadequacies  ot  lots  of  this  sis©  for  residential  use  are  matched 
by  their  inadequacies  for  industrial  pys^s®©.  The  difficulti©s  encountered 
in  assemblying  a  sufficient  number  of  these  substandard  parcels  for 
Industrial  or  commercial  development  have  prevented  and  thwarted  thii  type 
of  development  ,  especiaUy  in  block  isfeesslorsc 
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6 .    laefflcient  Interior  street  pattern 


Tlie  area  is  j«netrated  Dy  rtarrow  streets  and  alleys.    The  widtli  of  these 
ranges  from  8  to  40  feet,  while  a  mamber  dead-end  within  ti^  SDlock.  This 
internal  Dlock  circiilation  pattern  is  entirely  outmoded  because  it  prevents 
proper  use  of  botn  street  areas  and  sidewalks.    The  invasion  of  industries 
into  Dlock  interiors  has  accentuated  the  problerns  of  parking  and  loading  as 
well  as  traffic  flow.    The  parking  of  vehiclss  on  either  side  of  the  street, 
and  on  sidewalks,  in  violation  of  restrictions,  limits  traffic  to  a  single 
lane .    Even  this  lane  is  periodically  obstructed  by  truck  loading  and  \in- 
loaaing  operations.    On  those  streets  near  the  freeway  ranges  the  congestion 
is  further  aggravated. 

A  circulation  pattern  such  as  that  described  above  is  hardly  condxicive  to 
either  safe  living  conditions  or  attractive  to  industrial  developers.  Con- 
sequently, this  condition  is  an  important  factor  in  prolonging  blight  in  the 
area. 


7-    Lack  of  community  facilities 

Although  the  South  of  Market  area  coEftains  pockets  of  residential  use  as  a' 
residuum  from  the  days  when  it  was  primarily  residential  in  character,  it 
does  not  have  the  corresponding  community  facilities  which  ar^  normally 
found  in  residential  areas c    Inasmuch  as  the  City's  master  plan  calls  for 
commercial  and  industrial  uses  in  the  area,  the  installatioi^  of  additional 
community  facilities  would  probably  not  be  jnstified  in  any  event.  Thus 
although  the  instaHatioa  of  additional  community  fa«;ilitiee  i»  no^  justi- 
fied, the  inhabitants  of  the  area  will  be  farced  to  do  without  them  as  long 
as  they  remain,  whether  that  depends  upon  their  leaving  independently  or  as 
a  result  of  redevelopment.    Therefore,  the  redevelopment  process  by  re- 
locating the  inhabitants  to  areas  containing  the  necessary  facilities,  or 
where  they  are  more  justified,  will  eliminate  in  the  South  of  !4arket  area 
this  problem  of  a  community  facilities  defipiency. 

y .  Subsidence 

A  considerable  portion  of  the  project  area  is  upon  filled  land       the  site 
of  the  old  fviission  swamp .    Subsidence  occurs  in  the  area  whose  subsoil 
characteristics  include  sand  fill,  variaus  cl^s,  alluvial  materials,  and 
swamp  and  marsh  iiiaterials,  layered  and  in  various  combiBations  above  bed- 
rock, which  is  over  250  feet  below  city  base  in  some  places. 

The  degree  of  subsidence  is  greater  in  certain  blocks  of  the  area  than  In 
others.    The  continued  settling  of  the  groxind  has  resulted  In  damage  to 
structures  and  in  the  periodical  raising  of  street  grades  to  the  established 
grade.    This  has  resulted  in  streets  and  sidewalks  being  several  feet  above 
the  level  of  the  slowly  linking  ground,  while  residential  structures  have 
been  deprived  of  ground  floor  and  garage  access. 

The  Effects  of  Blight 


1.    Safety  and  fire  hazards 


INEFFICIENT  INTERIOR  STREETS  AND  ALLEYS 
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P2]ysical  deterioration  of  stmctiures,  oTercraMing  of  laod  and  d^^eliingS;  and 
the  intermixing  of  indxistrial  and  residentia.!  uses  are  all  factors  vhicli 
produce  a  general  environiaent  conducive  to  tiie  developrneat  of  fl3re  aisd  safety 
hazards.    The  l^kS  report  of  the  National  Board  of  Fire  Underwriters 
emphasized  the  fact  that  serious  group,  or  block  fires  can  he  expected  at  a 
number  of  points  where  a  congestion  of  iK3n-fireproof  construction  is  found.  - 
Each  of  the  old  frajae  buildings,  often  flagrantly  in  violation  of  the  safety- 
provisions  of  the  building  code,  is  a  potential  tlnderbox  menacing  neighboring 
residential  and  industrial  buildings.    OnOy  the  vigilance  of  the  fire  depart- 
ment and  the  network  of  vide  streets  acting  as  fire -breaks  have  prevented 
large  scale  fii-es  in  the  j^st,  but  the  danger  remains. 

The  potential  fire  hazard  existing  in  the  South  of  Market  area  is  further 
aitgmented  by  the  instability  of  the  ground,  making  it  especially  susceptible 
to  eartiMjuake  action.    The  existence  of  large  concentrations  of  frame  and 
non -fireproof  buildings  materially  increases  the  danger  of  a  general  fire 
following  a' serious  eartbguake  wtien  tbe  vater  ^pp]y  could  veil  be  put  out 
of  action..    The  great  conflagration  of  1906  which  had  its  beginning  in  the 
South  of  Jiarket  area  serves  as  a  reminder  of  this  potential  danger. 

Staructural  and  enviroan^ntal  safety  hazards  which  characterize  the  eurea  laake 
it  completely  unsuited  as  an  environn^nt  for  the  raising  of  families. 
Children  especially  are  subjected  to  thase  dangers.    Their  favorite  play 
STsacea  in  lieu  of  non --existent  public  playgrounds  and  safe  private  play  areas 
are  jhe  xmrrow  congested  streets  and  open  lots.    The  increased  use  of  streets 
by  tnacks  and  autos,  the  virtual  elimination  of  sidewalks,  the  accumulation 
of  rubbish  and  debris  in  vacant  lots,  and  the  haphazard  storage  of  heavy 
ind-ugtrial  aaad  construction  mterial  in  unfenced  lots  make  these  partictilarly 
ill-suited  aa  play  areas,  yet  children  living  in  the  area  have  but  little 
choice . 


2.    Poor  social  and  health  conditions 

In  ooDEDon  with  blighted  areas  in  general,  the  South  of  Market  area  is 
characterized  by  social  instability  and  disorganization.    The  depressing 
and  uncongenial  environzEent  is  fertile  ground  for  the  development  of  Juvenile 
delinquency  and  crime.    The  atteiapts  of  families  to  lead  decent  lives  are 
seriously  con^romised  by  the  existence  of  deleterious  influences  such  aa 
bars  and  cheap  hotels  and  by  the  general  crowding  and  lack  of  privacy  which 
characterizes  the  residential  areas. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  the  four  census  tracts  (K-1, 
K-2,  K-3,  and  ^-4),  partes  of  wMch  are  included  in  the  blighted  core  of  the 
South  of  Market  axea^  have  a  disproportionate  number  of  deaths  from  accidents, 
suicide,  and  homicide  and  a  disproporfcionate  number  of  tuberculosis  cases. 
Although  comprising  but  3  percent  of  tbe  City^s  total  population  in  19^0, 
these  tracts  had  9 »6  percent  of  tbe  City's  deaths  from  accidents;  suicide, 
6,8  perceirbi  homicide  l8.2  percent  and  lk.2  percent  of  the  City's  reported 
tuberculosis  cases.    Eomicide  percentages  have  more  than  doubled  since  the 
1950  Census.    These  indications  of  poor  social  and  health  conditions  are 
due  ia  part  to  the  characteristics  of  population  resident  in  the  area. 
Psvertheless,  the  physical  environment  is  clearly  unhealthy. 

The  one  positive  health  factor  in  tbe  environment,  the  pleasant  climate,  is 
overbalanced  by  fumes,  grime  and  dvist  from  the  traffic  and  the  indxistrial 
activities,  wbile  the  crowded  and  unsaaitaxy  living  conditions  are  conducive 
to  the  spread  of  epidemic  diseases. 
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3.    Economic  disuse  and  stagmtlon 


Development  trends  in  the  past  and  recomnsendations  of  San  Francisco's 
Master  Plan  point  to  the  logical  development  of  the  South  of  Market  area 
for  industrial  and/or  connnercial  piarposes  closelj  allied  to  the  City's 
central  'busiDess  districts    Sucli  developnent  today  is  severely  hampered  by 
the  existence  of  residential  slum  areas,  the  difficulty  and  cost  of 
assembling  "blighted  properties  to  form  suitably  sized  sites,  and  the  in- 
efficient and  wasteful  lot  subdivision  and  Interior  street  patterae.    Only  ' 
conqprehensive  redevelopment  of  the  bli^ted  concentrations  can  effectively 
remove  these  growth -impeding  conditions  and  permit  proper  development  to 
proceed. 

The  lack  of  vacant  land  in  large  parcels  suitable  for  commercial  and 
industrial  development  a,nd  the  difficulty  of  acquiring  and  assembling 
residential  slum  properties  togatber  are  causing  interested  developers 
to  seek  locations  elsewhere,  wkille  existing  plants  desiring  to  expand  their 
facilities  are  being  forced  from  the  area,  and  even  from  the  city  itself. 
The  lack  of  space  for  industrial  and  commercial  expansion  is  impairing  the 
economic  futvire  both  of  the  area  and  of  the  city^ 

In  addition  to  the  clusters  of  blighted  residential  structures,  there  are 
numbers  of  obsolete  and  ill -constructed  industrial  buildings  which  are  no 
longer  suitable  for  industrial  operations  but  which  continue  to  be  used  for 
marginal  and  impermanent  activities o    Thus,  residential  blight  is  joined  by 
industrial  blight  in  further  lessening  the  economic  productivity  of  the 
area. 

Economic  disuse  of  the  area  bears  an  important  relation  to  the  economic 
life  of  the  city  as  a  whole.    The  maintenan.ce  of  a  residential  population 
in  the  area  compels  public  responsibility  in  furnishing  necessary  community 
facilities.    Educational  facilities,  police  and  fire  protection  are  provided 
for  the  residents  of  the  area,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  area  as  a 
whole  is  largely  non-residential  in  character.    The  cost  to  the  city  of 
providing  these  services  is  not  met  by  the  tax  revenues  from  blighted  resi- 
dential properties  in  the  area  itself »    Failure  to  ameliorate  completely 
the  conditions  of  bli^t  in  the  core  of  the  South  of  Market  area  will  serve 
to  prevent  its  full  and  proper  economic  development  and  to  perpetuate  the 
city*s  financial  burden  in  the  area. 


SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNING  AND  URBAN  RENEWAL  ASSOCIATION 

126  Post  Street 


May  9,  1961 


Mr,  M,  Justin  Herpian 
Executive  Director 
Redevelopment  Agency 
525  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  California 

Dear  Mr.  Herman: 

In  accordance  with  an  inquiry  from  Mr.  Norman  Murdoch  regarding  the  extent 
of  citizen  support  for  urban  renewal  activities  South  of  Market  Street,  I 
herewith  submit  a  resolution  passed  by  a  special  committee  of  SPUR  composed 
of  men  representing  a  broad  cross  section  of  the  business  community.  This 
resolution  was  passed  prior  to  a  hearing  by  the  Finance  Committee  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors,  at  which  time  the  committee  appropriated  money  to  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  for  the  preparation  of  a  survey  and  planning  application. 
At  the  Finance  Committee  there  was  only  one  man  who  objected  to  redevelopment 
activities  in  that  area.    He  was  a  property  owner  of  residential  income  prop- 
erty in  South  of  Market  but  he  himself  lived  in  St.  Francis  Wood.    In  addition 
to  the  group  of  businessmen  who  acted  on  the  enclosed  resolution,  SPUR,  cur- 
rently representing  a  membership  of  over  560  citizens  and  residents  throughout 
the  community,  supports  redevelopment  and  urban  renewal  activities  in  South 
of  Market o    Furthermore,  as  an  indication  of  local  press  support,  I  have 
enclosed  news  clippings  of  editorials  and  articles  dealing  with  the  need  for 
urban  renewal  treatment  in  this  area. 

While  the  economic  considerations  are  obvious,  it  is  even  more  important  to 
eliminate  the  mixed  uses  of  rundown  residential  firetraps  dispersed  among 
reasonably  sound  industrial  and  commercial  buildings.    SPUR  agrees  with  the 
three  newspapers  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  can  do  a  service  to  the  com- 
munity in  alleviating  the  conglomeration  of  incompatible  uses  In  this  area 
and  encourage  normal  and  productive  commercial  expansion. . 

I  have  been  authorized  to  assure  you  that  our  Association,  in  cooperation  with 
other  civic  and  business  groups,  strongly  supports  urban  renewal  activities  in 
the  area  known  as  South  of  Market  Street.    If  you  wish  further  information, 
please  so  notify  me. 

Yours  very  truly 


JOHN  E.  HIRTEN 
Executive  Director 


enco 


RESOLUTION  OF  SPECIAL  COMMITTEE  ORGANIZED  BY 
SPUR  SUPPORTING  PROPOSAL  FOR  REDEVELOPMENT  OF 
SOUTH  OF  MARKET  AREA  AND  URGING  APPROPRIATION 
OF  SUFFICIENT  FUNDS  TO  THE  REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY 
TO  PREPARE  APPLICATION  TO  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
FOR  SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  FUNDS. 


WHEREAS  the  Planraing  and  Urban  Renewal  Association,  acting  in  an  advisory 
capacity  to  the  Mayor  and  Board  of  Supervisors  of  planning  and  renewal  affairs > 
formed  a  special  committee  to  discuss  problems  and  recommend  solutions  for  the 
renewal  of  the  area  known  as  South  of  Market »  and 

WHEREAS  said  group  concluded  that  studies  and  plans  of  the  area  should  be  made 
as  soon  as  possible  in  order  to  facilitate  decisions  regarding  the  feasibility 
of  renewal,  and 

WHEREAS  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  requested  $8,500  to  prepare  an  application 
to  the  Federal  Government  for  survey  and  planning  funds 

NOW  THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED; 

That  the  members  of  this  special  advisory  committee  for  South  of  Market  urban 
renewal  action  did  unanimously  support  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  request  for 
funds 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED; 

That  this  special  committee  urges  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  authorize  such 
funds  and  take  other  appropriate  actions  as  required  to  facilitate  the  plan- 
ning and  appropriate  studies  for  the  renewal  and  revitalization  of  the  South 
of  Market  area. 


THOSE  IN  ATTENDANCE; 


Casper  W.  Weinberger,  Chairman,  SPUR 
H.  Eo  Keough,  Associated  Investors 
Rai  Y,  Okamoto,  Architect  and  Planner 
Frederick  H.  Allen,  Haas  &  Haynie 
Dwight  Lo  Merriman,  E.S.  Merriman  &  Sons 
George  D.  Hart,  Associated  Investors 
George  T.  Rockrise,  No.  Calif.  Chapter  AIA 
James  W.  Keilty,  Planning  Department 
Stuart  P.  Walsh,  Industrial  Planning  Assoc. 
John  Weese,  Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill 
John  0.  Merrill,  Skidmore,  Owings  &  Merrill 
Ramsey  Oppenheim,  Printing  Magazine 
John  Hirten,  Executive  Director,  SPUR 


Joseph  Bodovitz,  S.F.  Examiner 

Donald  Canty,  News -Call  Bulletin 

Po  Horn J  S.F,  Chronicle 

Michel  Do  Weill,  SPUR 

W.  Mo  Roth,  SPUR 

Frank  P.  Gomez,  Realtor 

Lawrence  Lackey,  SPUR 

Randell  Larson,  SPUR 

Irwin  Mussen,  Urban  Renewal 

Coordinator 
Robert  Rumsey,  Redevelopment  Agency 
John  Gantner,  Arthur  D.  Little  Co. 
James  Q.  Brett,  Coldwell  Banker 


PROPOSED  TREATMENT 


South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Project  Area  D-1  is  a  mixed  use  area 
"Which  is  proposed  for  solely  commercial  and  industrial  use.  Spot 
clearance  and  extensive  conservation  techniques  -will  revitalize  the 
area  hased  on  the  pattern  set  forth  in  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan. 

In  order  to  create  an  environment  appropriate  to  commercial  and 
industrial  activity  and  development^  the  proposed  treatment  of  the 
area  is  directed  at° 

1)  total  removal  of  residential  buildings 

2)  renovation  to  renewal  and  code  standards  of 
salvable  coma^rcial  and  industrial  "buildings 
imder  owner -participation  agreements 

3)  removal  "^f  business  structures  blighted  beyond 

conversion  or  conservation 

k)  creation  of  public  areas  which  contribute  to  a 
wholesome  working  environment  and  provision  for 
needed  public  facilities 

5)  realignment  of  streets  to  permit  efficient 
circulation  of  traffic 

6)  replatting  of  parcels  to  allow  better  use  of 
the  land  and  to  encourage  new  investment 

T)  all  presently  vacant  or  open  land  to  be  developed 
under  owner=particlpation  agreements 


S  A 


So-u.t  la  of 


marlcet    r  ecae^el  oprcie  nt     iDroject  area, 


d.  -1 


Jomes  Lick  Skywoy 


■II  P-'Oject   D-1  boundory 

wmam^m^^m     Existing  major  thoroughfares 

Industrial  district  boundary 

Blighted  areas 
(.'......■...... .    ,,,,  ,, .'.I    Deteriorated  or  deteriorating  areos 


SOUTH   OF   MARKET  PROJECT  AREA  D-l 
EXISTING  REDEVELOPMENT  AREAS 
EXISTING  CONSERVATION  AREAS 
CENTRAL  BUSINESS  DISTRICT 

*SEE  VICINITY  MAP  AT  LEFT 


San  fr-ancisoo  department  of  city  plarining-  &  san  franoisco   red-eveioprr^eiat  agency 
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Form  approved 
Budget  Bureau  No.  63-R726.6 


HOUSING    AND   HOME    FINANCE  AGENCY 
URBAN  RENEWAL  ADMINISTRATION 

SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  BUDGET 

PROJECT  LOCALITY 

San  Francisco,  California 

PROJECT  NAME 

South  of  I-!arket  Project  Area  D-!. 

INSTRUCTIONS:     Initial  Budget;     Prepare  original   and  6  copies  for  HHFA. 
Submit  original    and  3  copies    in  Binder  No.    1,    copies    in  Binders  No.    2,  3, 
and  i.     Revised  Budget;     //  vith  amendatory  application,    follow  "Initial 
Budget"   instructions.     Otherwise,    submit  original   and  3  copies  to  HHFA. 

PROJECT  NUMBER  (if  known) 

BUDGET  NUMBER 
1 

DATES  OF  HHFA  BDDGETT  APFUOVAIS  (Complete  for  revision  only) 


Budget  No.   1,  ,  19   Latest  Approved  Budget  (No  ),   ,  19 


LINE 
NO. 

ACTIVITY  CLASSIFICATION 

TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  LPA 

TO  BE  FILLED 

IN    RY  HHTA 

USE  ONLY  FOR  REVISED  BUDGETS 

LATEST  APPROVED 
BUDGET 

(a) 

AOJ  USTMENT 
(+  or  -) 

(  b) 

BUDGET 
REQUESTED  FOR 

15  unwTH-; 
(  o) 

BUDGET 
APPROVED  FOR 

MnNTH<; 
(  d) 

1 

AEMINISTRATION: 

$ 

$ 

5  78,881 

$ 

a.  AIMINISTRATIVE  OVERHEAD  AND  SERVICES  (R  1410.01, 
R  1410,09.   R  1410.16,  R  1410.19,  R  1416) 

b.  TRAVEL  (R  1410.05) 

2,645 

2 

OFFICE  FURNITURE  AND  EQUIB^OT  (R  1475) 

800 

3 

LEGAL  SERVICES  (R  1410.024,  R  1415.01) 

7,692 

4 

SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  (R  1410.021,  R  1430) 

14.8,657 

5 

LAND  SURVEYS  AND  AmAISALS  (R  1410.022,  R  1410.028, 
R  1440.02,  R  1440.04,  R  1440.05,  R  1445.01) 

213,452 

6 

RELOGATICW  PLANNING  (R  1410.023,  R  1443.01) 

10,807 

7 

SUBTOTTAL 

462,934 

8 

RESERVE  AND  CONTINGENCIES 

228,793 

9 

TOTAL  (Line  7  plus  8) 

$ 

$ 

5  691,727 

$ 

10 

PROJECT  INSPECri(»  FEE  (R  1418) 

2,070 

11 

TOTAL  SURVEY  AND  PLANNING  BUDGET 
(Line  9  plus  10) 

$ 

$ 

*  693,797 

$ 

Approval  of  the  Survey  and  Planning  Budget  in  the  amounts  and  for  the  time  period  shown  in  Column  (c)  is 
hereby  requested. 


Date 


Signature  of  Authorized  Officer 


S?^-n  •FVanni.cip.n  Redevelopment  Agency 

Local  Public  Agency 


M,  Jxistin  Herman 
Executive  Director 


Title 


The  Survey  and  Planning  Budget  is  hereby  approved  in  the  amounts  and  for  the  time  period  shown  in  Column  (d), 
The  authorized  activities  shall  be  completed  by  ,    19  . 


Date 

Regional  Director  of  Urban  Renewal,  Region. 


ESTIMATE  OF  fEDERAL  GRANT  REQUIREMENT 


Computation  of  Net  Project  Cost 

1*    Survey  and  Planning  Costs 

2-^    Administration  and  Legal  Costs 

{6%  of  Total  Project  Costs  less  Planning  Costs) 

3o    Cost  of  Properties  to  be  Acquired 

Clearance  Area  (25*56  acres  at  $15  +  /sq,  fte  - 
based  on  field  surveys  by  Real  Estate  Department) 

Conservation  Area  (l/3  or  10e4-6  acres  -  improved 
at  $20/sq.  ft,  and  bare  land  @  |6/sq,  ft.) 

4-*    Project  Improvements  and  Public  Facilities 
Street  Resurfacing  (650,000  sq.  ft,  at 
$.10/sq*  ft.,  plus  engineering,  Construction 
(26,000  sq.  fta  at  $lo50/sq.  ft.  plus 
engineering)  and  Reconstruction  (350,000  sq*  ft* 
at  $l925/sq.  ft,  plus  engineering  costs) 

Utilities  (Sewers,  Water  Lines,  Street  Lights. 
Traffic  Signals,  Police  and  Fire  Call  Systems; 

Public  Parking  Garage  (lOOO  cars  -  Cost  of 
cons time tion  based  on  5th  and  Mission  Garage 
$2,700,000  +  $800,000  land  cost) 

5.  Site  Clearance 

(Based  on  average  cost  in  Embarcadero-Lower  Market 
Project  No,  Calif,  Rr-7) 

6.  Conservation 

(Best  estimate  with  no  experience) 

7.  Land  Acquisition  and  Disposition  Expenses 
{A%  of  Total  Project  Costs) 

8.  Relocation  and  Property  Management  Expense 
{2%  of  Total  Project  Costs) 

9.  Interest 

(Based  on  previous  projects,  total  costs, 
and  estimated  timing  of  disposition) 

10  c.  Contingencies 
(Less  than  5%) 


%  693,797 

1,4-08,203 


$16,875,000 


6.000.000  22,875,000 


522,000 
7^3,000 

3. 500^000       4-,  765, 000 
1,390,000 

300,000 
1,4-02,000 

700,000 

1,000,000 

500,000 


Gross  Project  Cost 


$35,03^,000 


11,,    Proceeds  from  Sale  of  Land 

Clearance  Area  {$6/sq^  ft.) 
Conservation  Area  (60%  of  cost  of 
improved  property  and  $6/sqe  ft.  for 
unimproved) 

Net  Project  Cost 

B.    Computation  of  Project  Capital  Grant  Requirement 
Net  Project  Cost 

Less:  Local  Grants-in-Aid  provided 
1/3  share  required  of  City 

Less:  Portions  of  pooling  credits  from  previous 
projects  to  be  used  for  this  project 

Project  Capital  Grant  Required 
C»    Computation  of  Relocation  Grant  Requirement 

Relocation  Payments 
285  families  @  $100.00 
1935  individuals  @  $50.00 
26S  businesses  @  $1,500.00 

Relocation  Grant  Required 

Estimates  are  based  on  experience  in  previous 
projects  with  allowance  for  increased  payments 
permitted  by  1959  and  later  legislation* 

Dc    Coii5)utation  of  Federal  Grant  Reqiiirement 

Project  Capital  Grant  Required 
Relocation  Grant  Required 

Total  Federal  Grant  Required 


$  6,682,000 

A.m.  000  $10.816.000 

$2Z-,2l8,O00 

$24.,218,000 

$  8,073,000 

3 y 008^000       5 ,065, 000^ 
$19.153.000 

$  28,500 
96,750 
/i02.000 

$  527,250 


$19,153,000 

527^250 

$19,680.250 


*See  Item  A4..  for  detail  of  Project  Improvements  and  Supporting  Facilities 
totaling  $4,765,000  to  be  provided  as  Non-Cash  Grants-in-Aid.     In  addition 
$300,000  for  Real  Estate  Tax  Credits  will  be  claimed  as  a  Cash  Grant-in- Aid. 
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STATEMENT  CONCERNING  AVAILABILITY  OF 
HOUSING  FOR  MINORITY  FAMILIES 


No  one  --  in  San  Francisco  or  elsewhere  —  has  found  single,  neat  answers 
to  the  vexing  problems  of  relocation  of  families  and  individuals  dis- 
placed by  redevelopment  programs.    Although  in  San  Francisco  the  first 
great  barrier  to  better  housing  of  families  displaced  from  redevelopment 
areas  is  low  income,  there  is  no  question  that  a  general  opening  of 
housing  opportunities  for  minority  families,  both  within  the  City  and 
within  the  metropolitan  area,  will  greatly  ease  the  problem  of  finding 
satisfactory  homes  for  displaced  families. 

As  presently  formulated  it  is  estimated  that  the  redevelopment  of  the 
proposed  project  area  will  displace  284  families  and  1,935  single 
individuals.    While  there  can  be  no  minimizing  of  this  task  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  is  confident  that  components  of  a  more  than  satis- 
factory program  can  be  formulated.    Among  the  resources  available  are 
the  following: 

1.  Chain  reaction  of  vacancies  following  the  availability  of 
some  7^200  new  units  in  the  three  redevelopment  pj^ojects 
now  in  the  execution  phase  will  add  to  the  supply  of  units 
available  to  relocatees . 

2.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  already  endorsed  pending 
legislation  at  Federal  and  State  levels  which  wili  create 

a  greater  supply  of  housing  for  persons  of  moderatife  income. 

3.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  will  utilize  the  new  tools  made 
available  by  the  I96I  State  Legislature  and  the  Housing  Act 
of  1961  to  create  the  inventory  suitable  to  families  and 
single  persons  of  moderate  income. 

k.    The  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  has  1,087  new  units 
under  construction  to  be  available  before  the  end  of  1961. 
Five  hundred  thirty-eight  additional  units  are  presently 
being  planned «    Maximum  income  limits  for  public  housing 
are  less  restrictive  for  displaced  families. 

Of  particular  concern  will  be  the  single  male  population  residing  in 
this  area.    It  will  be  important  during  the  planning  stage  to  enlist 
the  aid  of  certain  community  agencies  and  interests  in  working  out  an 
effective  solution  for  this  single  population  as  well  as  the  families 
who  reside  in  the  area. 

Reference  is  made  in  this  section  to  URA  Maniial  Section  10-4  (ll)  which 
requests  information  on  three  specific  topics  as  set  forth  below: 


A.    Extent  to  "which  new  housing  in  the  project  area  is  expected  to  be 


available  to  racial  minority  families. 


The  reuse  planned  for  this  area  is  commercial  and  industrial; 
therefore^  no  new  housing  will  be  available  as  a  result  of 
this  project. 

B.  Plans  for  the  provision  of  standard  housing  in  new  or  existing 
dwellings  elsewhere  in  the  commimity,  not  previously  available  to 
the  minority  group,  to  compensate  for  the  anticipated  net  reduction. 

In  addition  to  the  new  housing  which  is  to  be  built  in  the 
Western  Addition  Project  Area  approximately  3^000  units  will 
be  constructed  in  the  Diamond  Heights  project  and  will  be 
available  on  a  non-des criminatory  basis.    Since  Diamond  Heights 
is  a  predominantly  open  land  project  it  will  represent  an 
additional  available  supply  of  housing  for  San  Francisco. 
Please  refer  to  introductory  statement  of  this  section  for 
other  specific  housing  resources  to  be  made  available. 

C.  Steps  to  be  taken  to  afford  adequate  opportunity  for  consultation 
-^o  representative  leadership  of  the  minority  group. 

1.  The  Mayor  of  San  Francisco  has  designated  the 

San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Renewal  Association  as 
the  officially  recognized  citizens  group  dealing  with 
Torban  renewal.    This  organization  has  fomed  a  Housing 
Committee  which  is  composed  of  responsible  comm\inity 
leaders  including  minority  group  representatives  who  will, 
after  thorough  investigation  of  specific  problems,  formulate 
policy  recommendations  for  the  City's  consideration.  The 
Housing  Committee  has  set  up  two  main  objectives,  namely: 

(a)  Stimulation  of  housing  inventory  for  San  Francisco 
to  determine  the  availability  of  housing  by  price 
range . 

(b)  Study  of  relocation  problems  in  connection  with 
the  City's  urban  renewal  program. 

To  afford  an  opportunity  for  expression  of 
minority  group  thinking  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  and  Urban  Renewal  Association  has 
made  spec-'al  efforts  to  include  representative 
leadership  of  minority  groups  in  all  established 
committees . 

2.  The  already  established  liaison  between  this  Agency  and  the 
inter-group  relations  organizations  of  this  community  will 
continue  through: 

(a)    Agency  staff  addressing  meetings  sponsored  by 
these  groups . 


Infonnal  contacts  with  representatives  of  these 
groups  concerning  relocation  plans  and  problems. 

The  machinery  has  been  set  up  through  the 
San  Francisco  Council  of  Churches  for  regular 
contacts  with  the  church  leaders  in  the  community 
who  serve  the  churches  in  our  project  areas.  Many 
of  these  leaders  are  minority  group  ministers. 

The  Relocation  Chief  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
has  been  appointed  to  the  Social  Planning  Committee 
of  the  San  Francisco  United  Community  Fund  and  is 
working  directly  with  the  Social  Planning  body  for 
public  and  private  agencies  in  effecting  channels 
through  which  the  problems  of  minority  groups,  as 
well  as  other  disadvantaged  families  to  be  dis- 
placed, may  be  better  understood  and  the  total 
relocation  process  strengthened. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  LOCAL  HOUSING  SUPPLY 


Reference  is  made  in  this  section  to  URA  Manual  Section  16-=1,  (2). 

A .      Overall  number  of  standard  and  substandard  housing  units. 

The  total  number  of  housing  units  in  San  Francisco 
according  to  the  1960  Census  is  310,559.     Of  this 
number  267  5  588  are  standard  and  42,971  are  substandard 
housing  units. 

The  1960  Census  of  housing  classifies  housing  units 
as  sound,  deteriorating  and  dilapidated.     The  sound  and 
deteriorating  housing  is  divided  into  units  (2)  with 
all  plumbing  facilities;  (b)  lacking  only  hot  water; 
(c)  lacking  private  toilet  or  bath  or  running  water. 
For  purposes  of  this  report  included  as  standard  units 
are : 

a.  Sound  units  with  all  plumbing  facilities 

b.  Deteriorated  units  with  all  plumbing  facilities 

The  justification  for  including  the  deteriorating  units 

is  found  in  the  1960  Census  Bureau  definition  of  deteriorated 

housing  which  reads  as  follows: 

"Deteriorating  housing  needs  more  repair  than 
would  be  provided  in  the  course  of  regular 
maintenance.     It  has  one  or  more  defects  of 
an  intermediate  nature  that  must  be  corrected 
if  the  unit  is  to  continue  to  provide  safe 
and  adequate  shelter." 

Since  the  one  or  two  intermediate  defects  of  buildings  which 
are  starting  to  deteriorate  can  easily  be  repaired,  it  can 
be  assumed  that  either  with  the  cooperation  of  owners  of  such 
buildings  or  through  pressure  brought  about  by  the  code  en= 
forcement  departments,  they  can  easily  be  upgraded  for  use 
as  standard  accommodations. 

Approximately  half  of  the  7,200  new  units  planned  for  con- 
struction in  redevelopment  projects  should  be  completed  within 
the  next  two  years.    Allowing  for  an  additional  net  increase 
of  750  units  per  year  the  total  number  of  standard  units  in 
San  Francisco  should  be  approximately  272,588  by  June  of  1963. 


Page  1  of  4 


R  104 


B.    Number  of  private  and  public  rental  housing  units 


Private  Rental  Units 


The  1960  Census  of  Housing  lists  189  5  793  occupied  rental  housing 
units  and  13  5,516  standard  or  deteriorated  units  vacant  and  available 
for  rento     It  should  be  mentioned  that  the  much  larger  number  of 
vacant  units  reported  in  the  1960  Census  of  Housing  as  compared 
with  the  number  given  in  previous  reports  is  due  to  the  change  in 
the  system  of  counting  vacant  units »     Former  census  reports  have 
included  only  dwelling  units,  whereas  the  1960  Census  report  includes 
housing  units,  an  all  embracing  category  which  lists  not  only 
apartments  but  also  single  rooms,  rooming  house  accommodations  and 
dormitory  accommodations. 

Public  Rental  Units 

The  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority  has  under  operation  presently 
4,348  permanent  low-rent  apartments.     The  Authority  expects  to 
complete  another  1,087  by  Spring  of  1962  for  a  total  of  5,435  units. 
Sites  are  now  being  selected  for  the  remaining  538  units  allocated 
to  this  City  but  not  yet  constructed.     These  additional  units  are 
expected  to  be  completed  by  1965,  bringing  the  total  number  of  public 
housing  units  to  5,973. 

C .    Annual  turnover  rates  in  private  and  public  housing  units. 

The  turnover  in  real  estate  in  San  Francisco  is  reflected  by  the  number  of 
deeds  recorded  over  the  past  ten  year  period. 

NUMBER  OF  DEEDS  RECORDED  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Source °      California  Pacific  Title  Insurance  Co. 


Year 

Totals 

Totals 

1951 

19,312 

1956 

18,017 

1952 

18,160 

1957 

16,998 

1953 

18,532 

1958 

17,325 

1954 

17,191 

1959 

17,590 

1955 

18,844 

1960 

16,302 

While  the  change  in  ownerships  as  shown  in  the  above  table  gives  some 
indication  of  the  turnover  in  private  housing  units,  it  is  reasonable 
to  conclude  that  the  actual  rate  of  turnover  in  rental  units  is  much 
greater  than  the  number  of  deeds  recorded. 
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According  to  the  1960  Census  of  Housings  San  Francisco  has  a 
vacancy  ratio  of  6o67o»    Here  again  it  is  important  to  consider  that 
this  ratio  is  based  on  the  Housing  unit  classification  used  in 
counting  as  vacancies  not  only  apartments  but  also  single  rooms, 
rooming  house  units  and  dormitory  accommodations. 

The  analysis  of  the  vacancy  ratios  by  sections  of  the  City  shows  only 
a  2 08%  vacancy  factor  in  family  areas  where  single  family  dwellings 
and  apartment  buildings  are  predominant  in  comparison  with  a  12ol7o 
vacancy  factor  in  non^family  areas  having  a  large  number  of  vacant 
single  rooms  many  of  which  will  not  qualify  for  relocation  purposes. 
During  the  planning  stage  detailed  census  data  will  be  available  and 
will  be  analyzed  thoroughly  to  ascertain  the  actual  number  of  standard 
units  which  can  be  made  available  to  residents  who  will  be  displaced. 


During  1959  and  1960  permits  were  issued  for  construction  of  5,870 
private  housing  units  and  1,079  public  housing  units.    Following  is 
a  breakdown  showing  the  number  of  permits  issued  and  the  number  of 
dwelling  units  authorized  during  these  years,  by  size. 


No,  of 
Permits 
Issued 
For  New 
Residential 
Buildings 


No. 
Dwelling 
Units 


No,  of 
Permits 
Issued 
For  New 
Residential 
Buildings 


No, 
Dwelling 
Units 


1959 


1960 


1  Family  Buildings  733 

2  Family  Buildings  50 

3  &  4  Family  Buildings  85 

5  or  More  Family  Bldgs,  151 

Publicly  Owned  Dwelling 

Units  2 

Total  =  1,021 


733 

100 


637 
61 
81 

142 


637 
122 
309 

2,133 

674 
3,875 


Source;  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works,  Central  Permit  Bureau. 
Non°housekeeping  residential  units  such  as  motels  are  not  included  in  the 
above  table. 
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The  exact  number  of  units  completed  for  which  building  permits 

were  Issued  Is  unknown  but  It  Is  generally  believed  that  the  majority 

of  the  buildings  were  completed  or  are  In  process. 

A  total  of  284  families  and  1935  Individuals  will  be  displaced  by 
the  South  of  Market  Project.    The  description  of  the  local  housing 
supply  Indicates  sufficient  vacancies  feo  house  these  persons  depending 
upon  their  relationship  to  the  needs  by  family  size  and  rent  paying 
ability,  their  availability  to  non-white  residents  and  competition  by 
persons  displaced  as  a  result  of  other  programs. 

All  factors  relating  to  need  and  availability  of  housing  will  be  analyzed 
during  the  planning  stage.    The  Agency  will  also  continue  Its  efforts 
to  establish  programs  needed  In  San  Francisco  to  do  a  creditable  job 
of  relocation  of  residents. 
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